BHASKARA
other, though they are one as gold.1 Bhaskara tells us that the
world is also a peculiar state or condition (avastha) of the Brah-
man.3 Yet the finite soul or jiva is not a vikdraz of the Brahman,
for wkara is actual transformation, just as in Sankhya the world
is a viktira of Prakrti. Bhaskara does not accept the supra-rational
Brahman, but one which is determinated The difference between
the Brahman and the jiva is due to upadhis or limiting adjuncts,
and is therefore not natural (svabhavika]; so that it lasts only
until the jiva is liberated.5 But the non-difference or abheda
between the two is natural6 (svabhdvika). As the difference is due
to upadhis or limiting adjuncts and therefore external, it can be
removed by contemplation of non-difference.7 But the upadhis
are real unlike the Maya of Sankara. They are not false like the
horns of a hare.8 They are forms of the Brahman's sakti or energy;
and so both difference and non-difference between the Brahman
and the upadhis are natural. 9 For if this difference also is not
natural, it must be due to some upddhi as in the case of the jiva.
Then to explain one upddhi we must postulate another, then to
explain the second we have to postulate a third, and so on ad
infinitum. Thus Bhaskara draws a distinction between the form
of bhedabheda found between the Brahman and the jiva and that
found between the Brahman and the inorganic world. If it is
asked how a relation can be both difference and non-difference,
which are contradictories, he says that they are not contradic-
tories. The same thing of course cannot be both cold and hot,
because the relation between the two is not that of cause and
1 Bhaskaracarya's Brahmasutrdbhdsyam, II, I, p. 18.
3 Ibid., p. 96. Paramdtmano'vasthdvi&sah prapanco'yam atah eva vastutv&m.
3  Bhaskara's Brahmasutrabhasyam, p. 134, M. M. Lakshmipuram Siinivasa-
charya writes that the world is an avastha or state of the Brahman according
to Bhartrprapanca, vikdra or actual transformation according to Bhasiira, and
energy or sakti of the Brahman according to Yadavaprakasa; Ramanujaf accepts
the last view in a refined form. But Bhaskara seems to reject the view of mkara
as regards the relation between the Brahman and the jiva, and uses the words
bdkti and avastha while explaining the relation between the Brahman, and the
material world. See Darsanodaya, p. 192.
4  Bhaskara's Brahmasutrabhasyam, p. 238.      5 Ibid., p. 81.      6 Ibid*, p. 170.
7  Ibid., p. 141.
8  This is clearly a misunderstanding of Sankara. He does not say that Maya
is unreal like the horns of a hare.
9  Sudars'anas'uri, the commentator on Ramanuja's Vedarthasangraha, says that
both Bhaskara and Yadavaprakasa accept the reality of the world. But according
to Bhaskara, the relation between the Brahman and the jiva is identity on
liberation and difference in bondage. So identity is natural, and difference is
due to adjuncts and so not natural. But according to Yadavaprakasa, both
identity and difference are natural, because, for him, even after liberation the
jiva is not absolutely identical with the Brahman. See p. 95.